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The genus Ammodiscus Reuss, 1862, in accordance with the definition of the 
author of the genus included evolute planispirally coiled foraminifera with aggluti¬ 
nated wall. Later this generic name was used in the designation of family 
(Ammodiscidae) and order (Ammodiscida). For a century most micropaleontologists 
were agreed with this determination of the genus though it was known that Reuss 
did not mention the type-species. For this reason Macfadyen’s proposal concerning 
the preservation of the generic name for corresponding agglutinated forms in order to 
stabilise the nomenclature should be supported. Unfortunately this proposal ignores 
previous revisions and leads only to confusion. Macfadyen’s article was directed 
mainly against A. Loeblich and H. Tappan (1954, J. Wash. Acad. Sci. 44 (10) : 
306-310) who had tried to suppress the designation of the genus Ammodiscus Reuss, 
1862, and to substitute for it the designation of the genus Involutina Terquem, 1862. 

2. As was shown by A. A. Gerke (1960, Sbornik statei po paleont. i biostratig ., 
Trudy Xauchno-issled. inst. po geologii Arktiki, vtp. 19 : 5-18) and independently 
and almost simultaneously by A. Loeblich and H. Tappan (1961, Micropaleont. 
7 (2) : 189-192) the latter authors in their preceding paper (1954) had been wrong 
when they took Involutina silicea Terquem for the type-species of the genus 
Involutina. Involutina jonesi Terquem et Piette, 1862 = Nummulites liassicus 
Jones, 1853, should be considered the type-species of the genus. Having con¬ 
sidered this question very carefully A. Gerke, A. Loeblich and H. Tappan gave 
exhaustive and convincing proof of the validity of the genus Ammodiscus in the 
common sense. We fully join with this opinion. 

3. The second question discussed by Macfadyen touches on the type-species 
of the genus Ammodiscus Reuss, 1862. The species Spirillina arenacea Williamson, 
1858, was recommended by Macfadyen as the type-species of Ammodiscus Reuss, 
1862. However, it is impossible to agree with the above-mentioned proposal on 
account of the two reasons following : 

a. This proposal contradicts the International Rules of Zoological Nomenclature 
according to which any subsequent author cannot ignore the lectotype established 
by A. Loeblich and H. Tappan in 1954. A. Gerke in 1960 and A. Loeblich and 
H. Tappan in 1961 proved that Involutina silicea Terquem, 1862, was the type- 
species of the genus Ammodiscus. This was ascertained in 1872 by L. Bornemann 
who had described Involutina silicea Terquem with finely agglutinated wall imder the 
erroneous designation Ammodiscus infimus Bornemann. “ This real form corre¬ 
sponds fully to his (Bomemann’s) understanding of the genus Ammodiscus and also 
corresponds to the representations of A. Reuss and other investigators of this genus. 
The latter was established rather precisely as a result of the work of many authors 
who had carried out the careful examination of Terquem’s original material ” 
(A. Gerke, 1860, p. 11). We are completely agreed with Gerke’s words. 

b. Ammodiscus arenaceus (Williamson) proposed by Macfadyen as the type- 
species of Ammodiscus cannot be referred to the genus Ammodiscus Reuss. This 
species rather belongs to the genus Glomospirella Plummer, 1945, because it is 
characterised by having glomospirine coiling of earlier whorls and planispiral 
coiling of later ones. Recognition of this species as the type-species of the genus 
Ammodiscus will cause new unnecessary difficulties but will not lead to stabilisation 
of the nomenclature. 
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